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Specification 

The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to 
determine the presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is 
requested in correcting any errors of which applicant may become aware in the 
specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 23 and 24 are method claims depending from computer program product 
claim 22. It is unclear whether claims 23 and 24 are meant to be directed to a method 
or a computer program product. 

Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Long/, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum y 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 
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Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because all of the limitations of application claims 1 and 2 are 
anticipated by patent claim 1 , which recites a method of processing image data for 
display, the method comprising: generating, from one or more glyphs, a set of alpha 
values representing the one or more glyphs (Betrisey: column 29, lines 7-8, 11-12); 
filtering the set of alpha values to generate a set of filtered pixel sub-component alpha 
values including at least one filtered alpha value for each pixel sub-component used to 
represent the one or more glyphs (column 29, lines 13-16); and receiving the one or 
more glyphs, each glyph including a plurality of alpha values (column 29, lines 9-10). 

Claim 3 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 2 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 3 are anticipated by 
patent claim 2, which recites the glyphs as being character glyphs (column 29, lines 20- 
21 ), the method further comprising the steps of: sampling a character source image to 
generate the alpha values included in each character glyph, each distinct character 
glyph being generated from a different character source image (column 29, lines 22-25); 
storing each character glyph including the generated alpha values in a glyph cache 
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(column 29, lines 26-27); and outputting from the glyph cache said one or more glyphs 
(column 29, line 28). 

Claim 4 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 4 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 4 are anticipated by 
patent claim 4, which recites each character source image including a plurality of source 
image pixel segments which have an area corresponding proportionately in size to the 
area of a pixel of a display device used to display the one or more character glyphs, 
said sampling including the act of sampling each source image pixel segment at a rate 
which is an integer multiple of the number of pixel sub-components included in each 
pixel of said display device (column 29, lines 33-40). 

Claim 5 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 5 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 5 are anticipated by 
patent claim 5, which recites performing a color blending operation using said filtered 
pixel sub-component alpha values as blend coefficients, using foreground color 
luminous intensity values, and using background color luminous intensity values, to 
generate red, green and blue pixel sub-component luminous intensity values (column 
29, lines 41-47). 
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Claim 6 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 7 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 6 are anticipated by 
patent claim 7, which recites performing a gamma correction operation on the red, 
green and blue pixel sub-component luminous intensity values generated by the color 
blending operation to produce gamma corrected red, green and blue pixel sub- 
component luminous intensity values (column 29, lines 50-55); and storing the gamma 
corrected red, green and blue sub-component luminous intensity values in a display 
buffer (column 29, lines 56-58). 

Claims 7-9 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 1 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claims 7-9 are anticipated 
by patent claim 1 1 , which recites a computer program product comprising one or more 
computer readable media carrying computer executable instructions that implement a 
method of processing image data for display (column 30, lines 18-21), the method 
comprising: generating, from the received one or more glyphs, a set of alpha values 
representing the one or more glyphs (column 29, lines 11-12); filtering the set of alpha 
values to generate a set of filtered pixel sub-component alpha values including at least 
one filtered alpha value for each pixel sub-component used to represent the one or 
more glyphs wherein the one or more glyphs comprise a plurality of glyphs, and wherein 
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at least one filtered pixel sub-component alpha value is generated from alpha values 
included in the set of alpha values corresponding to two different character glyphs, 
(column 29, lines 13-19); and receiving the one or more glyphs, each glyph including a 
plurality of alpha values (column 29, lines 9-10). 

Claim 10 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 10 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 10 are anticipated 
by patent claim 10, which discloses the set of alpha values representing a string of 
glyphs and includes (i) alpha values from a first glyph corresponding to a first pixel 
located along a first side of a glyph boundary, and (ii) alpha values from a second glyph 
corresponding to a second pixel located along a second side of the glyph boundary, and 
wherein the at least one filtered pixel sub-component generated from alpha values 
corresponding to two different character glyphs is generated by filtering an alpha value 
from the first pixel and an alpha value from the second pixel (column 30, lines 7-16). 
While patent claim 10 is not directed to a computer program product, one of ordinary 
skill would have recognized that a computer program product stored in a computer 
readable medium, such as a CD-ROM, computer diskette, etc., is well-known for 
enabling a computer to perform image processing tasks, in general; and that it would 
have been obvious for one of ordinary skill to provide for the storage of a computer 
program for performing the method steps of patent claim 10, so that the method may be 
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performed on a computer without the need for specific processing hardware otherwise 
required to perform the task. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 12 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 1 1 are anticipated 
by patent claim 12, which recites a system for processing image data (column 30, lines 
22-23), the system comprising: means for generating a set of alpha values from one or 
more glyphs, each glyph including a plurality of alpha values (column 30, lines 24-26); 
and means for filtering the set of alpha values to generate a set of filtered pixel sub- 
component alpha values including at least one filtered alpha value for each pixel sub- 
component used to represent the one or more glyphs (column 30, lines 27-30). 

Claim 12 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 14 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 12 are anticipated 
by patent claim 14, which recites a glyph cache for storing said one or more glyphs, 
each glyph including a number of alpha values, the number of alpha values included in 
each glyph being greater than the number of pixels used to display the glyph, an output 
of the glyph cache being coupled to the means for generating a set of alpha values from 
the one or more glyphs (column 30, lines 35-43). 
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Claim 13 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 15 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 13 are anticipated 
by patent claim 15, which recites means for performing a color blending operation using 
the filtered pixel sub-component alpha values, foreground color information and 
background color information to generate pixel sub-component luminous intensity 
values (column 30, lines 43-49). 

Claim 14 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 16 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 14 are anticipated 
by patent claim 16, which recites means for performing a gamma correction operation 
on the generated pixel sub-component luminous intensity values to generate gamma 
corrected pixel sub-component luminous intensity values (column 30, lines 50-54). 

Claims 15, 16, 21 and 22 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 45 of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,738,526 (Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because the limitations of application claims 15, 16, 
21 and 22 are anticipated by patent claim 45, which recites a method of processing 
image data (column 35, line 33) comprising: sampling an image to generate a plurality 
of alpha values (column 35, line 34); filtering the alpha values to generate multiple 
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filtered alpha values per pixel (column 35, lines 35-36); and storing the filtered alpha 
values in a glyph cache as part of a character glyph (column 35, lines 38-39). While 
patent claim 45 is not directed to a computer program product, one of ordinary skill 
would have recognized that a computer program product stored in a computer readable 
medium, such as a CD-ROM, computer diskette, etc., is well-known for enabling a 
computer to perform image processing tasks, in general; and that it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill to provide for the storage of a computer program for 
performing the method steps of patent claim 45, so that the method may be performed 
on a computer without the need for specific processing hardware otherwise required to 
perform the task. 

Claim 17 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 48 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 17 are anticipated 
by patent claim 48, which recites the step of storing the alpha values in the glyph cache 
including the step of: compressing the multiple filtered alpha values generated for each 
pixel into a single compressed value (column 35, lines 49-52); and storing the single 
compressed value generated for each pixel in the glyph cache (column 35, lines 53-54). 

Claim 18 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 50 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
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distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 18 are anticipated 
by patent claim 50, which recites receiving at least two character glyphs from the glyph 
cache (column 36, line 6); and combining the character glyphs to form multi-glyph 
images (column 36, lines 7-9), the step of combining the character glyphs including the 
step of: processing multiple filtered alpha values corresponding to the same pixel sub- 
component of the multi-glyph image, to generate one filtered alpha value per pixel sub- 
component of the multi-glyph image, said multiple filtered alpha values corresponding to 
the same pixel sub-component resulting from overlapping glyph edges (column 36, lines 
10-16). 

Claim 19 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 54 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 19 are anticipated 
by patent claim 54, which recites a method of processing image data (column 36, lines 
23-24 (note that patent claim 54 depends from patent claim 52, and thus includes all of 
the limitations thereof)), comprising: sampling an image to generate a plurality of alpha 
values (column 36, line 25); and filtering the alpha values to generate multiple filtered 
alpha values per pixel (column 36, lines 29-30), wherein a pixel includes a red, a green 
and a blue pixel sub-component, and wherein the filtering produces a red, a green and 
a blue filtered pixel sub-component alpha value for each alpha value for each alpha 
value used to represent said image (column 36, lines 35-41 ). 
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Claim 20 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 46 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 20 are anticipated 
by patent claim 46, which recites the filtering step including: generating each filtered 
alpha value, from multiple alpha values generated by said sampling, one filtered alpha 
value being generated for each pixel sub-component of a pixel (column 35, lines 40-45). 

Claim 23 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 48 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 23 are anticipated 
by patent claim 48, which recites the step of storing the alpha values in the glyph cache 
including the step of: compressing the multiple filtered alpha values generated for each 
pixel into a single compressed value (column 35, lines 49-52); and storing the single 
compressed value generated for each pixel in the glyph cache (column 35, lines 53-54). 
While patent claim 48 is not directed to a computer program product (application claim 
23 assumed to be directed to a computer program product, as depending from 
computer program product claim 22), one of ordinary skill would have recognized that a 
computer program product stored in a computer readable medium, such as a CD-ROM, 
computer diskette, etc., is well-known for enabling a computer to perform image 
processing tasks, in general; and that it would have been obvious for one of ordinary 
skill to provide for the storage of a computer program for performing the method steps 
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of patent claim 48, so that the method may be performed on a computer without the 
need for specific processing hardware otherwise required to perform the task. 

Claim 24 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 50 of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,526 
(Betrisey). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the limitations of application claim 24 are anticipated 
by patent claim 50, which recites receiving at least two character glyphs from the glyph 
cache (column 36, line 6); and combining the character glyphs to form multi-glyph 
images (column 36, lines 7-9), the step of combining the character glyphs including the 
step of: processing multiple filtered alpha values corresponding to the same pixel sub- 
component of the multi-glyph image, said multiple alpha values corresponding to the 
same pixel sub-component resulting from overlapping glyph edges (column 36, lines 10- 
16) While patent claim 50 is not directed to a computer program product (application 
claim 24 assumed to be directed to a computer program product, as depending from 
computer program product claim 22), one of ordinary skill would have recognized that a 
computer program product stored in a computer readable medium, such as a CD-ROM, 
computer diskette, etc., is well-known for enabling a computer to perform image 
processing tasks, in general; and that it would have been obvious for one of ordinary 
skill to provide for the storage of a computer program for performing the method steps 
of patent claim 50, so that the method may be performed on a computer without the 
need for specific processing hardware otherwise required to perform the task. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas D. Lee whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
7436. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 7:30-5:00, 
alternate Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David K. Moore can be reached on (571) 272-7437. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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